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RESPONSE 



Dear Sir: 



This Response is responsive to the Office Action mailed on January 19, 2005. 
Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9, 10, 12, and 14-24 are pending. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 21 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Mills (US 6,055,560). 

Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14-20, 23 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mills in view of Anandakumar (US 6,574,213). 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections in view of the following comments. 



Discussion of Mills 

Claims 1-3, 5, 21 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Mills. This rejection is respectfully traversed. An anticipation rejection requires that each and 
every element of the claimed invention as set forth in the claim be provided in the cited 
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reference. See Akamai Technologies Inc. v. Cable & Wireless Internet Services Inc. , 68 USPQ2d 
1 186 (CA FC 2003), and cases cited therein. As discussed in detail below, Mills does not meet 
the requirements for an anticipation rejection. 

Mills discloses methods and systems that provide interactivity for a networked video 
server. Mills discloses a video-on-demand system that is divided into three domains, a dial tone 
domain 101, a provider domain 101, and a household or user domain 104 (separated by dashed 
lines in Figure 1). In the household domain, the television 106 is connected by means of the set- 
top box STB 108 through a standard interface 110 into the dial tone network 101. A standard 
interface 1 14 in the network 101 is connected to the interface 1 10 in the household domain by 
means of a fiber optic link. The interface 1 14 is connected over a control channel 1 16 to a level 2 
gateway 1 18 in the video providers domain 102. The level 2 gateway 1 18 is connected to and 
provides control for the video server 122. Video information is served from the video server 122 
over broadband link 126 to the interface 1 14 and over fiber optic link 1 15 to interface 1 10 in the 
household domain 104. The video information can then be provided to the STB 108 (Col. 6, line 
57 through Col. 7, line 15). 

In Mills, all applications are stored at and run from a remote application server 136 . Mills 
specifically indicates that "an application is not set top dedicated and not application dedicated, 
meaning that any set top from anywhere can run any application going through application server 
136" (Col. 8, lines 7-10). The API 152 and application code 150 of Mills referenced by the 
Examiner are resident on the remote application server 136 , and not downloaded and stored on 
the terminal (STB 108 of Mills) as apparently assumed by the Examiner. In contrast, with 
Applicants' claimed invention, the API is implemented on the set-top terminal itself . 

In Mills, applications are divided into panels. The STB lives from panel to panel and is 
not aware of the logical connections between panels of an application . A system server processes 
all requests made from a panel object with no regard as to which STB or which application is 
involved in such requests. Downloading of entire applications is not necessary (Col. 5, lines 4- 
18). Accordingly, in Mills, there is no application management occurring on the set top terminal 
The requests for managing the applications (events) in Mills are sent from the STB 108 to the 
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remote server, which manages the applications in panels in response to the events received from 
the STB 108. In fact, in Mills, the applications are not downloaded, registered and installed at the 
terminal as in Applicants' claimed invention. Only panels (portions) of the application need to 
be temporarily downloaded to the set top terminal in Mills. The panels of Mills merely comprise 
a page for display on the television 106 associated with the terminal 108 (Col. 5, lines 58-63). 

In Mills, there is a set top enabling code downloaded to the STB 108 from data server 
132. The set top enabling code is use to initiate the set top operating system and bring the STB 
into a ready state. This set top enabling code is not equivalent to an application. As discussed 
above, no applications are downloaded to the STB 108 of Mills. 

The Examiner indicates that column 8, lines 2-6 of Mills discloses that "applications are 
registered and installed at the terminal" (Office Action, page 2). Applicants respectfully submit 
that the Examiner is incorrect in his interpretation of Mills. The portion of Mills relied on by the 
Examiner indicates that "Once code is installed in the application library 150, the application 
engine simply matches an event ID with the appropriate code and then the code retrieves the 
appropriate panels to download to the set top". The application library 150 and the application 
engine 166 shown in Figure 2 are part of the remote application server 136 , and not part of the 
set top 108 as apparently assumed by the Examiner. Further, Mills discloses only that requested 
panels of an application are downloaded to the set top, not entire applications. 

Mills is far removed from Applicants' claimed invention. Mills is directed at a video-on- 
demand system that utilizes a video server to store and manage applications, which are divided 
into panels. In contrast, Applicants' claimed invention is directed at managing applications at the 
terminal itself. In Applicants' claimed invention, the applications are retrieved (downloaded), 
registered, and installed at the terminal and controlled by the API implemented at the terminal . 

Mills does not disclose or suggest an API which is implemented at the terminal for 
managing applications (e.g., retrieving, enabling running, pausing, stopping, and resuming of 
applications) at the terminal, as claimed by Applicants. In Mills, the API 152 is located on the 
remote application server 136 . 
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Mills also does not disclose recovering of application data according to locators 
associated with the applications, as claimed by Applicants. In Mills, panel stacking is used to 
enable a user to backtrack the way the user transitioned over the panels (Col. 5, lines 58-66). 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has incorrectly equated the panel stacking of 
Mills with the locators claimed by Applicants. The panels in Mills are merely different portions 
(pages) of an application , and not equivalent to locators associated with the applications as 
claimed by Applicants. 

In addition, Mills does not disclose or remotely suggest that the applications are 
registered and installed at the terminal . Rather, in Mills, the applications are installed on the 
application server 136. 

As Mills does not disclose each and every element of the invention as claimed, the 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) are believed to be improper, and withdrawal of the rejections 
is respectfully requested. See, Akamai Technologies Inc., supra. 

Discussion of Anandakumar as an Improper Prior Art Citation 

Applicants respectfully submit that Anandakumar is not a proper prior art citation . 
Anandakumar was filed on December 14, 1999 claiming priority from a provisional application 
filed on August 10, 1999. Applicants' claimed invention was filed on April 6, 2001 and is a 
continuation of a PCT application filed on October 7, 1999, and claims the benefit of a 
provisional application filed on October 13, 1998. 

Therefore, Applicants' priority date is October 13, 1998 , which predates the August 10, 
1999 priority date of Anandakumar. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
Anandakumar patent is not a proper prior art citation. Withdrawal of the Anandakumar patent as 
a reference is respectfully requested. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the present invention is not anticipated by and would 
not have been obvious to one skilled in the art in view of Mills, taken alone or in combination 
with any of the other prior art of record. 



